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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because of the terms: 

"said" in line 8 of the abstract should be avoided. 

Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

2: Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single paragraph on a 
separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that the abstract not exceed 
150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract on the computer tape used by the 
printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "means" 
and "said," should be avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist 
readers in deciding whether there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information given in the 
title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The disclosure concerns," 
"The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure describes," etc. 

The following guidelines illustrate the preferred layout for the specification of a utility 
application. These guidelines are suggested for the applicant's use. 

3. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

The specification does not have the recommended sections. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Arrangement of the Specification 

4. As provided in 37 CFR 1.77(b), the specification of a utility application should include 
the following sections in order. Each of the lettered items should appear in upper case, without 
underlining or bold type, as a section heading. If no text follows the section heading, the phrase 
"Not Applicable" should follow the section heading: 

(a) TITLE OF THE INVENTION. 

(b) CROSS-REFERENCE TO RELATED APPLICATIONS. 

(c) STATEMENT REGARDING FEDERALLY SPONSORED RESEARCH OR 

DEVELOPMENT. 

(d) THE NAMES OF THE PARTIES TO A JOINT RESEARCH AGREEMENT. 
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(e) INCORPORATION-BY-REFERENCE OF MATERIAL SUBMITTED ON A 

COMPACT DISC. 

(f) BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION. 

(1) Field of the Invention. 

(2) Description of Related Art including information disclosed under 37 CFR 1.97 
and 1.98. 

(g) BRIEF SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION. 

(h) BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE SEVERAL VIEWS OF THE DRAWING(S). 

(i) DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE INVENTION. 

(j) CLAIM OR CLAIMS (commencing on a separate sheet). 

(k) ABSTRACT OF THE DISCLOSURE (commencing on a separate sheet). 

(1) SEQUENCE LISTING (See MPEP § 2424 and 37 CFR 1.821-1.825. A "Sequence 
Listing" is required on paper if the application discloses a nucleotide or amino 
acid sequence as defined in 37 CFR 1.821(a) and if the required "Sequence 
Listing" is not submitted as an electronic document on compact disc). 

Claim Objections 

5. Claims 4-33 are objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c) as being in improper form because a 
multiple dependent claims 4-33. See MPEP § 608.01(n). Accordingly, the claims 4-33 have not 
been further treated on the merits. 



6. Claim 1-3 objected to because of the following informalities: 

For claim 1, the claim limitation "the available session bandwidth" is the first 
occurrence. It is suggested to applicant to change this to -an available session 
bandwidth ~. 

For claim 1, the claim limitation "the session" is the first occurrence. It is 
suggested to applicant to change this to -a session-. 
Claims 2 and 3 are objected since they depend on claim 1. 
Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claim 1-3 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "said context" in line 9. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not known exactly which context the applicant 
if referring to. 

Claim 2 and 3 are rejected since they depend on claim 1. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

10. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 
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1 1 . This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

12. Claim 1-3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the disclosure of 
Komandur et al. (US 2004/0047290 Al) in view of the Tourunen et al (US 2003/0007512 Al) 

For claim 1, Komandur et al. teaches media data transmission (see section 0060 lines 1- 
6), which uses Real-time Transport Protocol (RTP) and Real-time Control Protocol 
(RTCP) (see section 0041 lines 12-14), employed particularly in real-time multimedia 
data delivery (see section 00441 lines 12-14, RTP protocol is the standard for streaming 
real-time multimedia over IP in packets) in an Internet protocol (IP) network (see section 
0052; the network uses IP), within the allocated fractions of the available session 
bandwidth (see section 0026 lines 8-11; RTCP messages are control traffic and they are 
allotted only a small fraction of the bandwith). 

However, Komandur et al. does not specifically teach using explicit context parameters 
for control traffic. Tourunen et al from the same or similar field teaches a method for the 
compression of a control traffic (see section 0019 and 0020 , compression of packet 
header , which controls delivery of packets) in media data transmission (see section 0023 
line 8-10), wherein the method comprises the steps of: initialising the context of control 
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traffic flow (see section 0010, 0019-0021, the context is generated and transmitted which 
identifies the data packet flow) by initially transmitting context parameters (see section 
0010 and 0029, context identifiers are sent; see also section 0028 lines 11-15, context for 
any type of packet is transmitted before it is sent out) and updating said context (see 
section 0023 line 15-19, the context is updated) during the session if necessary (see 
section 0022 lines 1-15, change of condition happen thus updated is needed) the using 
compressed control packets (see section 0022 lines 15-19, the context updated it sent via 
FO packet, whose header is compressed). 

For claim 2, Tourunen et al teaches wherein the context parameter are categorized into 
static context parameters and dynamic context parameters (see section 0020 line 9-15). 

For claim 3, Tourunen et al teaches the step of omitting a-priori known context parameter 
(see section 0023 15-19, FO data packet sends information about context update). 

Thus it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill at the time the invention 
was made to add the feature of context parameters to compress control traffic packets 
(like RTCP packets) into the communication system of Komandur et al. One could have 
implemented the ROHC compression of control packet headers into the communication 
system as taught by Komandur et al. The algorithm could be implement via an 
additionally/existing embedded microprocessor in the wireless content switch as taught 
by Komandur et al. This processor could have also implement the function of only 
sending the context updates. The motivation for claim 1-3 is that compression of any 
type of packets saves bandwidth/storage space, which in turn increases available 
bandwidth. The additional motivation for claim 2 is that one can differentiate between 
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information that stay the same and the ones that a variable. The additional motivation for 
claim 3 is to update the state of the compressor/decompressor. 

13. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the disclosure of 
Komandur et al. (US 2004/0047290 Al) in view of Leahy et al. (US 2007/0050716 Al).. 

For claim 1, Komandur discloses a method for the compression of a control traffic in 
media data transmission (see section 0060 lines 1-6), which uses Real-time Transport 
Protocol (RTP) and Real-time Control Protocol (RTCP) (see section 0041 lines 12-14), 
employed particularly in real-time multimedia data delivery (see section 00441 lines 12- 
14, RTP protocol is the standard for streaming real-time multimedia over IP in packets) 
in an Internet protocol (IP) network (see section 0052; the network uses IP), within the 
allocated fractions of the available session bandwidth (see section 0026 lines 8-11; RTCP 
messages are control traffic and they are allotted only a small fraction of the bandwith) 
wherein the method comprises the steps of: 

initialising the context of control traffic flow (see section 0060; the content switch 
provides specific information of the content in order to reduce report message overhead; 
see section 0059 lines 1-11, the analysis of section 0060 is used during initialization) by 
initially transmitting context parameters (see section 0060; the content switch provides 
specific information of the content in order to reduce report message overhead) and 
updating said context during the session if necessary (see section 0060 lines 1-11, state is 
updated after consequential analysis) the using control packets (see section 0061, RTCP 
protocol is used ; see section 0026 lines 8-11, RTCP sends messages via packets). 
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Komandur et al. does not teach that the control packets are compressed. Leahy et al from 
the same or similar field of endeavor teaches control packets that are compressed (see 
section 0110 lines 1-4; compressed control packets are sent). Thus it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill to apply the compressed control packets as taught by 
Leahy et al to the control packets as taught by Komandur et al. One would have been able 
to implement a compression algorithm via an additionally/existing embedded 
microprocessor in the wireless content switch as taught by Komandur et al. The 
motivation is that compression of any type of packets saves bandwidth/storage space, 
which in turn increases available bandwidth. 

14. Claim 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
disclosure of Komandur et al. (US 2004/0047290 Al) and Leahy et al. (US 2007/0050716 Al) as 
applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Tourunen et al (US 2003/0007512 Al). 

For claim 2 and 3, Komandur et al. and Leahy et al. discloses all the claimed invention as 

described in paragraph 13. 

However, Komandur does differentiate between static and dynamic parameters and prior 
known parameters as recited in claim 2 and 3. 

For claim 2, Tourunen et al. from the same or similar field of endeavor teaches wherein 
the context parameter are categorized into static context parameters and dynamic context 
parameters (see section 0020 line 9-15). 

For claim 3, Tourunen et al teaches the step of omitting a-priori known context parameter 
(see section 0023 15-19, FO data packet sends information about context update). 
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Thus it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill at the time the invention 
was made to add the feature of context parameters to compress control traffic packets 
(like RTCP packets) into the communication system of Komandur et al and Leahy et al. 
One could have implemented the ROHC compression of control packet headers into the 
communication system as taught by Komandur et al. and Leahy et al. The algorithm 
could be implement via an additionally/existing embedded microprocessor in the wireless 
content switch as taught by Komandur et al and Leahy et al. This processor could have 
also implement the function of only sending the context updates. The motivation for 
claim 1-3 is that compression of any type of packets saves bandwidth/storage space, 
which in turn increases available bandwidth. The additional motivation for claim 2 is 
that one can differentiate between information that stay the same and the ones that a 
variable. The additional motivation for claim 3 is to update the state of the 
compressor/decompressor. 

Conclusion 

15. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicants 
disclosure. 
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The above are referenced to show method/systems of control mechanisms. 



Application/Control Number: 10/728,089 



Page 10 



Art Unit: 2609 

16. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenan Cehic whose telephone number is (571) 270-3120. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:30AM to 5:00PM (EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dang Ton can be reached on (571) 272-3171. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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